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Abstract 
This study investigates the methods and effects of a monolingual language policy stipulated at the 
International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science at Roskilde University. The report is 
centred on the data collected through recordings of group meetings with two project groups from 
the aforementioned study, as well as two qualitative interviews with one member of each group. 
The analytical theoretical framework utilised in the study consists of Bernard Spolsky’s Language 
Policy theory and Martha Augoustinos, Ian Walker and Ngaire Donahgue’s Social Identity Theory. 
By utilising these theoretical elements we have investigated which factors might govern the 
students’ language use in regards to the official monolingual language policy. The report arrives at 
the conclusion that the following four factors in particular are evidently affecting the language use 
of the participants: language ideologies, convenience, social affiliations and linguistic ressources.  
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Introduction 
The aim of the project is to investigate the methods and effects of implementing a language policy 
that has been stipulated by the Study Board at the International Bachelor Study Programme in 
Social Science (hereafter: SIB) at Roskilde University.  
 
In this report, the term language policy refers to the structural underpinnings that govern and 
modify intended language use. Though there may be implicit views on the ‘correct’ language to use 
in any given situation, as Spolsky outlines, there are always irregularities and inconsistencies. How 
to “categorise varieties of language”, argues Spolsky, and “handle variation are at the (...) center of 
the study of language policy.” (Spolsky, 2004: 40). A language policy can be implemented into a 
speech community of whatever size (Spolsky, 2004: 40) and, more demonstrably, into many 
different ‘domains’, these being political, regional, institutional and familial.  
According to Fishman, domains are “sociolinguistic contexts definable for any given society by 
three significant dimensions: the location, the participants and the topic.” (Fishman quoted in 
Spolsky, 2004: 42). In this case, the ‘locale’ is a multilingual university in Trekroner, situated 30 
km from Copenhagen, the nation's Capital city. The university receives over 500 international 
students each year, of these, a number varying between 125 to 145 students are accepted into SIB. 
Last year (2014), 142 students were admitted into the programme. The ‘participants’ of the domain 
are two project groups from the SIB House, the first group (Group 1) consists of four males and one 
female (only the three males were present during the observation). Their nationalities are German, 
Dutch, Pakistani and Danish and their ages are 25, 21 and 34, respectively. The second group 
(Group 2) consists of three females, one Dane with both parents originating from Sierra Leone, one 
Ukrainian and one Brazilian. Their ages are 21, 23 and 19, respectively.  
The “topic” of the domain is to educate students, who have completed upper secondary education, 
to obtain a Bachelor’s Degree in subjects located within the Social Sciences (Geography, Business 
Administration, etc.) and enable them to continue their studies at the Master’s level.  
 
Problem Field 
The curriculum for the International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science, published July 
2013, states in point 1. (2) that: “In the International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science, 
the working language is English.” Alternatively, point 1. (3) of the curriculum, under the same 
heading, states that: “The Study Board may offer a special course (language profile) for students of 
the International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science. The language profile gives students 
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an opportunity to acquire special skills in the use of foreign languages in their studies.” In 1. (4), 
however, this opportunity appears to be to a high degree minimalised, as “A precondition for 
passing the International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science is that courses and projects 
corresponding to 145 ECTS credits out of the total of 180 ECTS credits have been completed in 
English. The Bachelor project must be written and assessed in English.” Hence, while the 
opportunity is afforded to SIB students to acquire a linguistic profile in ‘foreign languages', only 
courses or exams corresponding to 35 ECTS may be completed in a language that is not English or 
Danish. Thus there is a language policy operating in the SIB House at Roskilde University - it is 
this language policy that shall be investigated in this report.   
 
In the curriculum, a language policy has been clearly stipulated for users of the SIB House. One 
may then inquire as to the students’ beliefs and values concerning the language policy. Questions 
concerning their awareness of the policy may help identify if the users know that they are supposed 
to speak English, if not, who regulates language practice and for what reasons? How is the language 
policy actually being practiced? Answering these questions may prove useful when attempting to 
delineate the effects and practices of a predominantly monolingual language policy at an 
international university.       
 
Research Questions 
 What factors govern students’ use of language at SIB? 
 To what extent do language attitudes affect language choice at a multilingual university? 
 To what extent do social affiliations affect language choice at a multilingual university?  
 Other factors? 
 
The methods employed to research this case involve participant group recordings by means of 
video-audio devices, a brief questionnaire conducted post-recordings; outlying their linguistic 
proficiencies and ethnic backgrounds, followed by two qualitative interviews with one member 
from each group to elaborate on the recorded observations and questionnaires.              
 
The main theoretical ideas included in the report concern language policy as it pertains to language 
management and practice, derived primarily from Bernard Spolsky’s Language Policy theory. 
Social Identity Theory (hereafter: SIT) as portrayed by Martha Augoustinos, Iain Walker and 
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Ngaire Donaghue will also be utilised to partially account for possibilities of language preference 
and in-group membership.  
 
A substantial point to consider is the status of the English language and its prominence amongst 
international speakers and organisations. English is the second language taught in Danish schools 
and in many schools around the world. The university’s website can be read in either Danish or 
English, and it is generally understood that competence in the English language can be conducive to 
communicative success at the Danish university and other universities worldwide.  
 
Delimitations 
A workplace might also have been a suitable context on which to base a sociolinguistic report due 
to the variety of linguistic repertoires represented and utilised, depending on the organisation. An 
organisation within Denmark, specifically a Danish organisation that utilises English as its 
corporate language, would have been interesting to investigate in terms of linguistic proficiency, 
discriminating factors and exclusivity. Dorte Lønsmann, assistant professor at the Department of 
International Business Communication at Copenhagen Business School, conducted a study 
inspiring this cause. However, due to limited response time from a company willing to be 
researched, and the apparent similarities with our goals and methods from Lønsmann’s dissertation, 
these factors dissuaded the group from pursuing this trajectory.  
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Methodology 
In the following chapter we will illustrate how we have collected the data that is the foundation of 
the report. The chosen methodological approach consists of two phases: the first being the recording 
of group meetings with two project groups from the SIB House as well as a brief questionnaire 
filled in by the participants post-recording - and the second being a conduction of two qualitative 
interviews. 
 
In the first phase of the methodological approach we recorded one group meeting with Group 1 and 
two group meetings with Group 2. We had only envisioned recording one group meeting from each 
group, but as the first meeting we recorded with Group 2 was what they termed a ‘writing meeting’, 
where they hardly spoke, we found it beneficial to record that specific group twice. After recording 
the group meetings, each of the participants was asked to fill out a questionnaire, as we wished to 
learn more about them as well as their linguistic background. 
The second phase consisted of qualitative interviews with two of the participants. To ensure that 
each group is represented (as well as outside of the context of group meetings) and because each 
group have possibly “negotiated” their own individual language ideology, a member of each group 
was selected to be interviewed.  
 
The two interviewees, a Dutch male student and a Danish female student, were chosen on the basis 
of the recordings, where we became interested in learning more about them specifically as well as 
their language use and chosen language repertoires. The choice of interviewing a male and a female 
student was not a deliberate choice. Though we find the aspect of language and gender interesting, 
we will not be able to generalise on the basis of the two interviews, thus gender will not be a facet 
we will investigate nor reflect upon. 
 
To distinguish between when presenting a theory with an academic term we have decided to write 
theories with capital letters, while academic terms are written within apostrophes. 
 
The Recordings 
As stated in the previous section, the first phase of the methodological approach consisted of us 
recording group meeting(s) with both Group 1 and Group 2. Two of the recordings took place at 
Roskilde University at the SIB House, while the final one took place at one of the participant’s flat 
in Copenhagen. The group meetings were both audio recorded and filmed by using equipment 
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borrowed from the LangSoc lab at the English Department at Roskilde University. The audio files 
and the videos can be found in the appendices.  
After converting the audio and video files from the recordings and interviews, we noticed an 
inconsistency between the recordings when played in VLC Player versus ELAN - thus minor 
inaccuracies may occur in the time codes.  
 
The two project groups only consisted of SIB students, and as specified in the introduction, the 
groups comprised of Danes and non-Danes. We recruited Group 1 at the SIB House, where we 
enquired directly if they would be willing to participate in a study about language use. Group 2 was 
recruited via acquaintance with one of the members of the research group and were also asked if 
they were be willing to participate in an investigation concerning language use.  
Before the recruitment of participants was initiated we decided not to provide a detailed description 
of the study, thus we only informed them that we were investigating language use as we did not 
want to affect the participants’ actions. Both project groups were notified that we would be nearby 
while the recordings took place, in case they had questions or wished to withdraw from the study.  
 
To ensure minimal interference by the presence of the cords the equipment was set in place before 
the groups entered their respective group rooms. It is however important to note that the students 
were fully aware that they were being recorded, which is an example of what what is termed as 
Labov’s Observer's Paradox (Labov, 1972: 209). The observer’s paradox involves instances where 
participants are aware of themselves being observed, recorded, studied, et cetera, and thus are more 
likely to alter their behaviour and perhaps interact differently than they would have had they not 
been recorded.  
Both of the project groups at one point discussed the fact that we were recording their meeting. 
Excerpt 1, taken from the recording of Group 1 is an example of this:  
 
Excerpt 1: 
(audio file 1, time code: 00.26.04 - 00.26.11) 
 
HAT: xxx them recording this 
IVO:  well there’s video and all 
FER:  I don’t know if we’re being 
video recorded or not 
IVO:  well there’s a camera 
10 
 
FER:  it seems so 
HAT:  well there’s a camera there 
so I’m assuming 
 
As the participants were aware that we were recording their meeting, the information provided to us 
may, at times, be somewhat artificial. Though they were not aware of the topic of the study, they 
might have been ‘acting’ in a certain in order to satisfy (or not) what they believed to be the aim of 
the recordings. 
 
The Data Cycle 
As a method to conduct the recordings we have chosen to follow the eight steps outlined in ‘The 
Data Cycle’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012). 
The eight steps, and how we have applied them, are: 
 
1. ‘Briefing participants and obtaining informed consent’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 22) – When 
we approached the two project groups we briefly explained that we were investigating language use 
and thus, did not provide the informants with any specifics about our research; we would prefer 
them to act/speak as close to normal as possible to be representative of typical life at the SIB House. 
While recording Group 1 the group was unfortunately made aware of the the topic of our study, this 
was however at the end of the recording. This aspect will be reflected upon later in the report.  
 
Prior to recording the groups, we asked each participant to sign a consent form in which they 
accepted that they were going to be recorded, that we were going to utilise the collected data for 
research purposes, and that the information would be shared with Roskilde University Library. The 
participants were furthermore assured anonymity, thus we have not used their real names. The 
participants also filled out a questionnaire, which has provided us with information about their 
background (for instance birthplace, age, spoken languages et cetera. See appendices). 
   
2. ‘Selecting recording equipment’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 23) – Since the research group did 
not possess the necessary equipment, the majority of it was borrowed from the LangSoc lab at 
Roskilde University - with the exception of smartphones with an in-built recording device, which 
all of the group members possesses. With little knowledge of the equipment, we were suggested to 
use two cameras (kodak EIS HD Zi8) and two small microphones (Audio-technica U841a). As the 
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equipment could quickly consume battery life we decided also to use a smartphone for audio 
recording, which became beneficial for us during one of the recordings since both microphone 
batteries depleted while the observation was taking place. 
 
3. ‘Recording’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 24) – As earlier mentioned, we wanted the participants 
to interact as naturally as possible. Thus we did our best to make sure the recording equipment was 
not visible during the recordings. This however turned out to be more difficult than expected, since 
the cameras for instance had to be visible in order to film the group meeting. We therefore aimed at 
positioning the cameras and microphones as discretely as possible by placing them at the end of the 
table instead of in the middle. Additionally, we made the cords less visible by placing them under 
the table. 
 
4. ‘Storing recordings’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 25) – To make sure none of the datasets would 
be lost at least two of our group members were able to access them through two different laptops. 
 
5. ‘Preparing data for transcription and analysis’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 25) – We have chosen 
to utilise ELAN when transcribing the data from the recordings as well as from the qualitative 
interviews. Before initiating the transcription process we discussed what we perceived to be 
interesting passages in the recordings. 
 
6. ‘Transcribing data’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 26) – As previously mentioned, we decided to 
utilise ELAN for transcribing. We decided not to transcribe the entity of the meetings. Instead we 
focused on the interesting passages we had discussed prior to transcribing the interview.  
 
7. ‘Analysing data’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 27) – When analysing the data, we have mainly 
been interested in learning more about how the students actually communicate. The recordings has 
provided us with interesting aspects that we could investigate further in the qualitative interviews 
 
8. ‘Presenting results and sharing data’ (Mortensen & Hazel, 2012: 28) – This project will be 
presented at the exam in June, where two examiners will be present. It will furthermore be available 
at Roskilde University’s library, but since we have assured anonymity to the participants none of 
the collected data files will be available at any public area (physical or nonphysical). 
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Qualitative Interviews 
After analysing the data obtained through the recordings, we decided to conduct qualitative 
interviews. We found it sensible to interview the participants after the recordings as it was the 
process of analysing these data that helped us decide who to interview and which questions to ask.  
The motivation for interviewing Ivo stemmed from recordings where we noticed that he appeared to 
observing the group meeting than verbally participating. We were furthemore intrigued when we 
observed him answering Ferdynand in English though Ferdynand was speaking German. The 
motivation for interviewing Maria stems from her language use during the recordings -  at times she 
appeared to be struggling and searching for the appropriate English word but still refrained from 
uttering the ‘missing word’ in Danish. 
 
The Seven Stages 
To ensure a sensible and foreseeable interview process, we have decided to follow the Seven Stages 
as composed by Steinar Kvale and Svend Brinkmann (1996). 
The Seven Stages, and how they will contribute to our project, are as follows: 
 
1. ‘Thematizing’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 131) – This stage concerns the purpose of the 
interviews. When planning an interview it is important to keep in mind why the interview is 
conducted and what kind of knowledge has already been gathered. In addition to the recordings, we 
also wished to conduct qualitative interviews to learn more about the informants and their 
reflections in regards to language use and the language management at the SIB House. As 
mentioned earlier, the recordings of the two groups served as an inspiration of what to ask the 
interviewees. 
 
2. ‘Designing’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 136) – The second step focuses on how to prepare for 
an interview. During this phase we discussed how we were going to conduct the interviews, where 
they should take place, and most importantly, what we were going to ask the interviewees. When 
designing the interview questions we were careful not to formulate any questions that could be 
answered with a simple yes or no, as we were not looking for a ‘correct’ answer. We were only 
interested in their reflections, and the aim was to obtain a more coherent understanding of the 
linguistic situation at the SIB House, and how the language policy is either affecting the language 
scenario (or not) as well as the language choices the interviewees are making. 
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3. ‘Interviewing’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 149) – When interviewing, setting the interview stage 
is important in order to make the interviewee feel comfortable with the situation as well as 
encouraging them to elaborate on their thoughts, opinions, and experiences. We shortly explained to 
the interviewees that topic of the interview was going to be language use - as with the recordings, 
we chose not to provide them with any specific information. As mentioned under point 2 prior to 
the conduction of the interview we prepared an interview script which contained a set of general 
open questions we would like to the interviewees to answer.  
Though we followed a structured interview script, follow-up questions were asked if we were 
unsure of an answer or hoped to learn more. Steinar Kvale and Svend Brinkmann refer to these as 
‘second questions’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 164). 
 
4. ‘Transcribing’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 206) – After the interviews were conducted they were 
transcribed using ELAN. Both video and audio recordings were obtained during the interview - we 
would have preferred transcribing the video file but as we experienced great difficulties transmitting 
the video files to ELAN, and due to a rather limited time frame, we made the decision of 
transcribing the audio files instead. Contrary to the transcription process of the recordings described 
in Group 1 and Group 2 only lasted 20 and 15 minutes, respectively. We changed the names of the 
participants as we had ensured them that they would remain anonymous.  
 
5. ‘Analyzing’ – When analysing the collected data, we applied ‘meaning condensation’ (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009: 231) to a few of the extracts from the interview transcript. Meaning condensation 
is an ‘analytical method’ that can help clarify an utterance. Though we believe it is important to 
keep as close to the utterance as possible, there are a few places where the interviewees use many 
‘fillers’ which can potentially damage the understanding of the utterance, at least when one reads it. 
Thusly we have removed some fillers to clarify what is actually being said as we believe they were 
distracting. The following is an example of how we have applied meaning condensation: 
 
Excerpt 2:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00.02.00 - 00.02.11) 
 
IVO: for anything really I mean 
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I speak Spanish xxx 
sometimes if I speak to 
someone else who xxx from 
South America or South 
         America or yeah speaks in 
(pause) but yeah like you 
said mainly English 
 
After meaning condensation has been applied:   
 
Excerpt 3:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00.02.00 - 00.02.11) 
 
IVO: I mean I speak Spanish xxx 
sometimes if I speak to 
someone else who was from 
South America or South 
         America or yeah speaks in 
(pause) but yeah like you 
said mainly English 
 
 Furthermore, to create a layout where the excerpts are understandable, coherent and 
readable, we have applied the text into three margins: 1. who is saying what, 2. what is being said, 
and 3. a glossary in case what is being said is not in English. In margin 1 we have shortened the 
names to create space for what is said - thus the first three letters of the participants’ names will 
appear with capitals. Ferdynand will example be FER, Amelia AME, et cetera. In addition we, as 
interviewers, will not be anonymous and therefore the same method will be applied with our names, 
meaning: Jeppe becomes JEP, Matt will be MAT, Nadja turns to NAD, and lastly Tina as TIN. 
 
At one point during the recording of Groups 1’s meeting, a female student enters. We are not aware 
of her name thus she is the only one not following this applied method - we have instead decided to 
use the abbreviation of her as FLS. In margin 2, the text has been written without any punctuation 
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(apostrophes being the exception) as it is not possible to hear a comma for instance. We have, 
however, decided to use capital letters when a proper noun occurs and only then. We have in 
addition added pauses which are written in parentheses.  
If a word is presented in brackets it is due to the fact they were sometimes overlapping each other, 
meaning the person saying something in brackets is speaking while the previous person is speaking. 
In addition, for clarifying what is said, for instance if they are referring to “she”, we clarify who 
“she” is in double brackets. If the text is in italic it is because the participant is speaking in a foreign 
language. In margin 3 the foreign language will be translated and written in non-italic. Lastly, the 
excerpts will be provided in the original format from ELAN. 
 
6. ‘Verifying’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 277) –  in order to answer the question formulated in the 
problem definition, we chose to record group meetings with two different project groups as well as 
to conduct two qualitative interviews. By recording the group meetings we were able to observe 
how the participants communicated and which language choices they were making. The qualitative 
interviews have enabled us to learn more about how the students reflect on the language situation at 
the SIB House and if/how they themselves are aware of the language policy.  
 
Initially, we might have been too focused on the language policy itself. And though we 
unfortunately revealed the topic of the study to one of the project groups after their group meeting, 
we do believe that the collected data is significant as well as applicable. 
 
7. ‘Reporting’ (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015: 301) – when finishing the project we spent a large 
amount of time re-reading the different chapters to ensure that the final project is coherent, and that 
the writing is as neutral and unbiased as possible, while still fulfilling the criteria for an academic 
project. We have chosen to include our own reflections on the matter in the discussion - where we 
have reflected not only on the results of the analysis but also on our own performance in regards to 
this project. 
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Theory 
The central theoretical elements are a combination of theorising language policy, as provided by 
Spolsky (2009), and the application of language use to describe ‘in-group’ and ‘out-group’ 
identification (and therewith ‘in-group’ solidarity), as outlined by Augoustinos, Walker and 
Donaghue (2006). The second theoretical element is referred to as Social Identity Theory (SIT). 
These theoretical elements have been chosen to assist in our comprehension of why an institution 
such as Roskilde University would employ a language policy and what effects it could possibly 
produce, whilst SIT may account for student association within a particular language group or 
groups.  
 
Language Policy 
According to the research group’s definition of the term ‘language policy’, as outlined at the 
beginning of the Introduction chapter, ‘language policy’ includes the ambitions of a governing body 
to implement a preferred working or social language at any given institution. These language 
policies can be implemented in several domains of institutionalised and social life. The domain we 
have chosen to investigate is international higher education, more specifically the SIB House at 
Roskilde University.  
The theoretical ideas for language policy in this project concern the reasons for why students 
choose the language(s) they do: “Language policy is all about choices. If you are bilingual or 
plurilingual, you have to choose which language to use” (Spolsky, 2009: 1). These reasons may be 
self-realised and organised for example in language policy ‘from below’ (Mortensen, 2014), where 
students themselves dictate their selection of language repertoires based upon three conditions: the 
participants, the location and the topic (Fishman). Another theoretical element is language policy 
‘from above’ (Mortensen, 2014), whereby external factors such as a language policy or imperative 
posters intend to modify students’ uses of language. A key question in discerning these policies 
from an administrative level is why students or institutions utilise these management techniques and 
what effects they produce. 
 
Spolsky (2009) employs a tripartite system of analysis when describing language policy which will 
be included throughout the report. The tripartite system comprises of: 
 
a.) ‘Language practice’ - the actual language practices of the community: “Language practices are 
the observable behaviours and choices - what people actually do. They are the linguistic features 
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chosen, the variety of language used.” (Spolsky, 2009: 4). This point has governed our 
methodological choice of participant observation - to discover what languages are actually being 
used by the students and for what purposes.  
 
b.) ‘Language ideology’ - the beliefs and preferences assigned to a language implicitly convey a 
language ideology: “The beliefs are most significant to language policy and management are the 
values or statuses assigned to named languages, varieties, and features.” (Spolsky, 2009: 4). The 
qualitative interview method is used to extract opinions about the language policy and any other 
languages used at SIB.  
 
c.) ‘Language management’ - “the explicit and observable effort by someone or some group that 
has or claims authority over the participants in the domain to modify their practices of beliefs.” 
(Spolsky, 2009: 4). Language management at the SIB House is made immediately explicit in its 
curriculum which can be found on the department’s website. We have, during our fieldwork, been 
informed that there in the past have been imperative signs present in the SIB House, however, these 
said signs were not present in our visit. This could possibly be because of the renovation that the 
SIB House has recently undergone, and we were informed that the posters have been removed. 
Additionally, tutors instructed new students to only use English for all purposes as this was one of 
the chief methods believed to reduce exclusivity.  
 
Language management problematizes the available choices for students to communicate at a 
multilingual university. At the SIB House there is a language policy wherein students are instructed 
to perform communicative acts, both written and verbal, in English. This, in theory, limits the 
variety of other languages that may be spoken at the SIB House and may be indicative of a form of 
language ideology whereby English is considered the optimal language of instruction and 
interaction amongst students.  
 
Social Identity Theory  
Social Identity Theory concerns the categorisation of people into social groups. These groups are 
therein realised by comparison to other social groups and their identities are provided by and 
projected within the group. Social Identity Theory (hereafter: SIT) can aid in identifying the role 
and emergence of stereotyping, as well as providing a basis for out-group prejudice, based on forms 
of power relations and the general ‘us and them’ outlook. The theory postulates that every member 
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of a social group aims toward self-enhancement through comparisons to other social groups and a 
possession of a positive self-esteem through in-group membership (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 31).  
 In this theorisation of intergroup behaviour, all behaviour can be identified on a 
‘continuum’ from ‘interindividual’ behaviour to ‘intergroup’ behaviour. Interindividual behaviour is 
a description of action and reaction by individuals based on their respective qualities, intergroup 
behaviour focuses on the actions of members of a group who share similar or different values and 
characteristics of the group to which to they belong (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 26).   
 
In this study, SIT is used to identify and account for certain power relations used in the context of 
in-group/out-group memberships, whether these be national, social-class based, and so forth. 
Certain languages may be preferred by the students on account of national pride or identification 
with certain language groups and thus contribute to prejudice. How does one justify these 
preferences? SIT may aid in this inquiry by explaining group membership in terms of three core 
principles: ‘categorisation’, ‘identity’ and ‘comparison’.     
 
‘Categorisation’ occurs when a society divides itself into different categories or membership 
groups. This can occur even within national identification - most, but not all groups stand in power 
relations to one another (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 29). When realised, the similarities between the 
individual members of a group become overestimated, as do the differences between that group and 
other groups - this is called ‘the accentuation effect’ (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 29-30) and can lead 
to stereotyping (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 30). When observing and interviewing the participants, 
they may possibly exhibit a degree of categorisation. This may be for the purpose of identifying 
themselves in opposition to and superior to another categorical group, whether that be national, 
ethnic or religious et cetera.   
‘Identity’: One may necessarily strive to possess a positive ‘self-esteem', and through in-group 
membership one aspires to create positive well-being by being socially identified in a certain group. 
‘Self’ and ‘other’, ‘we’ and ‘they’ are the most basic orders in identifying oneself. Other theorists 
suggest that the I (subject) and the me (object) have to be constantly renegotiated (Augoustinos et 
al., 2006: 30) in its projection to the outer world. These identities are selected to perform in certain 
areas depending on the context. In this project, the participants share a collective identity as 
university students studying a common subject. They may evince other identities, however, such as 
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linguistic, cultural and national, and ‘perform’ these identities for the purposes of creating a positive 
self-esteem, in accordance with Augoustinos et al.  
‘Comparison’: It is necessary to evaluate the positive positioning of one’s membership group, and 
the self, by means of comparison with relative outgroups (Augoustinos et al. 2006: 31). “People 
appear to engage in social comparisons mostly for reasons of self-enhancement.” (Augoustinos et 
al. 2006: 32), in order for this to happen, two problems must be overcome: firstly, the individual 
group member must select a referent outgroup to compare with (‘referent selection’), and secondly 
they must select with which dimensions the comparison must be made (‘dimension selection’). For 
the participants, depending on which languages they utilise, they may wish to advance the status of 
one linguistic resource over another by means of comparison. One language may convey more 
readily what they are attempting to communicate, and thus projections of national identity 
preference may be evinced by what they communicate both audibly and visually.   
“SIT proposes that people are motivated to achieve a positive social identity, just as they are 
positive to achieve a positive self-esteem.” (Hogg quoted in Augoustinos et al. 2006: 32). According 
to this statement, it is likely that the participants may wish to convey positively what linguistic 
group(s) they would like to associate with. If that group is predominantly English, or perhaps 
another language or national group, this would indicate a preference or simple adherence (or not) to 
the language policy stipulated at SIB. Nevertheless, according to Augoustinos et al., “Most of the 
time, social category memberships, on their own, can neither enhance nor degrade social identity.” 
(Augoustinos et al. 2006: 32). Providing that this is true, the participants would do well to neither 
prefer nor disprefer a linguistic repertoire or national identity, considering their participation in a 
international university. However, should the participants exhibit signs of in-group solidarity, 
favouring superiority over another group, SIT would be useful in explaining why this is so and for 
what purposes such positions are assumed.  
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Analyses of the Recordings 
 
Recording of Group 1 
The second recording took place on Monday the 30th of March 2015 in a group room in the SIB 
House. We recorded a group consisting of five people, however, only three of five group members 
were present. The three participants are: 
 
Ivo, 21 years old, born in Sweden where he lived for two years before moving to the Netherlands 
where he lived for seven years. He has also lived one year in Venezuela and has currently been 
living in Denmark for 12 years. He speaks Swedish, Dutch, Danish, English, German and Spanish. 
Ferdynand, 25 years old, has lived in the United States for twenty years. He has also resided in 
Germany for five years and has currently been in Denmark for seven months. He speaks English 
and German. 
Hatim, 34 years old, born in Pakistan where he lived for 29 years, he has been living in Denmark 
for five years. He speaks Danish, English, Urdu and Punjabi. 
 
Prior to our analysis we would like to discuss the composition of the recorded group members. 
Seeing as they all are proficient in English as the only common language, for them to use this as 
their means of communication is an obvious choice. With this presumption we venture into our 
analysis of the recording of our chosen group: 
 
During the 1 hour and 56 minutes the group was recorded English was the preferred language both 
for project related talk as well as for casual chitchat. There was, in fact, only one instance English 
was not used as the medium of speech. To exemplify that they predominantly speak English we 
have chosen an extract in which a female student who does not belong in the group enters the room 
to ask a question: 
 
Excerpt 4:   
(audio file 1, time code: 00:48:50 - 00:49:05) 
 
FLS:  are you coming↑ 
HAT: no sorry we got (pause) uh  
FLS:  you’re not coming↑ 
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FER:  we’re in the middle of 
a group meeting (pause) so 
otherwise I would go 
 
As demonstrated in this extract the female student addresses the group in English, and the short 
conversation is only carried out in English. Not only is the language in English, but the turn-taking 
and topic of this conversation indicates a pre-existing relationship between at least Ferdynand and 
the female student entering. Her “Are you coming?” utterance seems directed towards Ferdynand, 
seeing as she does not seem satisfied with Hatims’: “no sorry we got uh”. In turn this leads us to 
assume that at least Ferdynand and the female student have a relationship and possibly Hatim is a 
part of this too. Another indication of a pre-existing relationship is based on the fact that the female 
student cuts off Hatims sentence before it is finished. The pre-existing relationship could be the 
reason for choice of language. Another reason could be that the lingua franca scenario that exists 
within Group 1 extents to the female student who appears on our recording. As we have no 
evidence of this theory we can neither prove or disprove it. 
 
Shortly after, a male student (Patrick) also enters the room, he evidently notices the recording 
equipment and evinces his curiosity as to what is going on: 
 
Excerpt 5:   
(audio file 1, time code: 00:49:53 - 00:49:58) 
 
PAT:  English project and what↑ 
HAT:  I don’t know 
FER:  I-I don’t know if they are 
testing our (pause) I 
don’t know exactly what 
it’s about they just 
wanted to record our group 
PAT:  okay 
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Again the conversation is solely in English. And again we do not experience there being an initial 
negotiation concerning the selection of language. The group members and the “newcomers” visibly 
have a pre-existing understanding of the choice of language. Once again the lingua franca scenario 
re-occurs as a reason for the choice of language. As Patrick is not a member of Group 1, we, as 
proxy-observers, cannot estimate with certainty whether the group is aware of what linguistic 
resources Patrick possesses. This assumption leads us to visualise the official language policy’s 
capacity to regulate language practices and to potentially ease communication between people who 
have no knowledge of each other’s linguistic resources. 
 
As we have previously described, English was the dominant language during the recording. We did 
however twice notice a language other than English being spoken, namely when a switch from 
English to German occurred. In both instances the switch was initiated by Ferdynand. There is a 
series of interesting factors at play in the next extract from our recordings. Firstly we are seeing a 
clear code-shift where our participants are using German as a means of communicating. Preceding 
this occurrence is a passage in the group setting which is informal. In this instance the group 
members, particularly Ferdynand, swear a lot and ridicule Ivo’s energy level. Ferdynand seems 
somewhat agitated, and directs his teasing towards Ivo, who expresses a lack of sleep is causing him 
to work less effectively than he otherwise would.  
The second point we find particularly interesting is the fact that Hatim did not inform us of his 
German proficiencies. As we were made aware that the two other members posses proficiency in 
German we would have expected the German-based conversation to be one involving only Ivo and 
Ferdynand. We cannot speculate as to why Hatim did not inform us of his language proficiency, 
though it presents a surprising situation when the following occurred: 
 
Excerpt 6:   
(audio file 1, time code: 01:02:56 - 01:03:12) 
 
FER: let’s take a cigarette break 
(pause) go smoke your cigs 
(pause) go smoke your cancer 
stick (pause) rauchen kann  smoking can be 
todlich sein    deadly 
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IVO:  hmm↑ 
FER: rauchen kann todlich sein  smoking can be 
deadly 
HAT:  pissing of a smoker can    
tödlich sein   be deadly 
FER:  ha ha türlich   of cause 
 
It is evident from the extract there is a clear shift in language practice on this occasion. Ferdynand 
expresses his opinion on one of the other group members’ smoking habits subsequent to the group 
agreeing on taking a break from their academic work. The switch towards using German could 
express some of Ferdynand’s language ideology, having lived in Germany for five years, and signal 
an attitude that favours German in a social context as opposed to English, which is used as their 
academic working language. This theory is also backed by the fact that neither he (nor anybody else 
within the group) uses anything besides English up until this point in their meeting. Being uncertain 
of whether each group member are aware of each other’s linguistic capabilities, one can only 
assume that Ferdynand was subliminary jesting or perhaps testing their understanding. If so, they 
would be partaking in an in-group membership and projecting a positive identity in terms of self-
enhancement in comparison to others. If they had not understood him, two groups would be 
identified, those who understand German and those who do not. Those who understood would 
possibly be perceived in a more positive stance than those who did not.      
 
The next extract we have chosen to present, represents a part of the recording where language 
practice and ideology collides with the official language policy of the department. Here it becomes 
visible, even though some of the words are inaudible, that the purpose of the sentence is to direct 
awareness towards their language use. Ferdynand initiates this sequence by proposing to the group 
that they change their language practice to “German or another language”, which Ivo confirms with 
saying “yeah”. The reasoning behind this potential language choice appears a few seconds later, 
when Ivo exclaims “then they couldn’t have used it for shit”. We here observe a sense of language 
ideology as both Ferdynand and Ivo seem determined on the idea that if the language used on the 
recordings had been in German then the research group, as ‘outsiders’, would not be able to use the 
recording for anything. That statement is made even though, as we see in Excerpt 2, the members of 
the group do not actually know what the recordings are being used for. It appears that Ferdynand 
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and Ivo both are under the impression that, whatever purpose the recordings served, the use of 
German (or maybe simply non-English and non-Danish) would render the data incomprehensible 
for any other member of the university. This language ideology could, along with our next Excerpts, 
5 and 6, establish a strong case around the argument that the monolingual language policy 
implemented in the SIB house affects the multilingual students’ attitude towards both the institute’s 
primary language (Danish) as well as the students’ own languages. 
 In Excerpt 7 we observe a divergence from the language policy, encoding within their 
language choice a message that they do not believe others can understand: 
 
Excerpt 7:   
(audio file 1, time code: 01:51:07 - 00:11:47) 
 
FER:  so the nächste mal wir  next time we should 
sollen vielleicht in in  perhaps in in German  
Deutsch oder in ein  or in another  
anderes sprache   language 
IVO:  yeah 
FER:  können wir (pause) xxx  can we xxx languages 
sprache      
IVO:  we should have just done 
this in German (pause) 
then they couldn’t have 
used it for shit 
FER:  ha ha (pause) that would 
just have been mean 
 
From the short extract of the recording, one can sense that Ferdynand and Ivo are having fun and 
are joking. It does not seem as though Ferdynand is serious about having the next group meeting in 
German or another language. His interaction with Ivo in German switches character again when Ivo 
responds to his utterances with English. Ivo shows clear indications of comprehending what 
Ferdynand says and yet still chooses to respond in English. 
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When finishing the recording, the group becomes aware that our topic is ‘Language Policy’, and 
Ferdynand explains that Danish is not allowed to be spoken in the SIB program: 
 
Excerpt 8:   
(audio file 1, time code: 01:54:57 - 01:55:04) 
 
FER:  it’s house rules (pause) 
we’re not allowed to speak 
Danish out here 
HAT:  hmm↑ 
FER:  you’re not allowed to 
speak Danish academically 
in this program 
 
It is interesting to observe that he insists that ‘Danish is not allowed’ - he could have said 
something along the lines of: “we are only allowed to speak English”, instead he exemplifies his 
understanding that Danish is disallowed in the SIB program. This language ideology approach to 
the policy illustrates an understanding that it is ‘more’ wrong to speak Danish in the SIB house, 
than for instance German, which Ferdynand himself did on two occasions during the observations. 
He expresses a perception of the policy that restricts the usage of Danish in both general terms and 
within an international academic environment in Denmark. A substantial part of what is interesting 
in Excerpt 8 is what is not being said. The fact that Ferdynand restricts his language practice 
limitation to only Danish indicates an understanding of there being a language policy present. 
However, as Ferdynand explicitly states that it is Danish and not any other language that is not 
allowed, he inadvertently condemns native Danish users’ policy breach, though he himself breaches 
said policy by other means. 
 Another interesting aspect of the extract is that Ferdynand chooses to include the word 
‘academically’, as this could imply that you are in fact allowed to speak Danish, as long as it is not 
‘academically’, for instance when small talking and socialising.  
  
An equally noteworthy comment was uttered by Ivo in the end of the observation, when Hatim is 
talking about project groups speaking Danish: 
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Excerpt 9:   
(audio file 1, time code: 01:55:18 - 01:55:15) 
 
HAT:  and you know that the groups 
with only (pause) or with 
(pause) more Danes in the 
(pause) tend switch over 
to Danish (pause) really easy 
IVO:  no I just answer them in 
English 
 
Ivo’s response to Hatim’s explanation of groups speaking Danish comes immediately, which 
indicates a strong attitude towards the “issue” of groups switching language during meetings. Ivo’s 
statement also shows us that he enforces the language policy of the SIB house through his day to 
day interaction with peers. The role of policy enforcer that he claims in Excerpt 9 is contrasted by 
his interaction with his fellow group mates in Excerpt 7, where he continues an interaction with 
Ferdynand that begins in German. Once again this points towards the claim made on page 4, that 
the language policy alters the students’ responses according to the context of a “breach” of said 
policy. Ivo’s duality in the role of enforcer also indicates that the policy is seen as a guideline for 
interaction more so than a rule. 
 
Recording of Group 2 
The third recording for this project was conducted on April the 8th in a confined group-room at the 
SIB house. 
 
Group 2 consists of three members, whom all were present throughout the entirety of the meeting. 
This recording of Group 2 was the second data collection session. The reason why this is 
noteworthy, is because, unlike Group 1, Group 2 were recorded twice, as Group 2’s first recorded 
meeting was a writing-meeting where their use of oral communication was minimal. It is not that 
the information gathered cannot be analysed, it is only that the data collected in such a writing 
meeting, where the majority of time is spent in silence, is a different set of data, in which we would 
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have difficulty drawing from in our approach. The second recording of Group 2 was a group 
meeting to discuss the progress of the project. The three participants in Group 2 are: 
 
Karen, a 23 year old born in Hungary. She has lived in Hungary for 20 years, as well as Holland, 
Spain and Cyprus for a combined 13 months and finally in Denmark for 1½ years, as stated in her 
answers to the questionnaire. She speaks Hungarian, a little Danish, Greek and Spanish. 
Amelia, aged 19. Amelia has been in Denmark for a total of 8 years and has besides from that lived 
in Brazil for 11. She speaks English, Portuguese, Danish and Spanish, with Portuguese being her 
mother language. 
Maria, 21 years old, born in Denmark with parents originating from Sierra Leone. She has also 
lived in Peru for three months, where she acquired her Spanish skills. She speaks English, Danish, 
Kreole and Spanish. English was taught to her in school. 
 
Throughout the entirety of the 1 hour and 44 minute recording the only language used within the 
group is English. This contrasts the data collected through recording of Group 1, where, even 
though the preferred medium was English, there were two instances of non-English usage, as 
elaborated on in the previous analysis. 
 
What is interesting in this recording is that their language practice, whether agreed upon or not, is 
consistent. At no point throughout the recordings do we experience a switch in their use of 
language. Though there are no on-camera (recorded) agreements behind their language choice, 
everyone appears set on the use of English. The reason for English as their language of 
communication, self-realised or dictated, are unanswered in the data collected in the recording. 
Nevertheless, their language selection of English, despite the group members’ multilingualism, is 
still present whether the topic is academic or non-academic.  
The choice of English as the prefered and practiced language of communication demonstrates a 
conformity to the stipulated language policy, as Spolsky describes: “Language practices are the 
observable behaviors and choices - what people actually do. They are the linguistic features 
chosen, the variety of language used” (Spolsky, 2009: 4). These practices will be elaborated upon in 
the Qualitative Interview Analysis Chapter. 
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Below is an extract which was chosen to emphasise the participation of all three group members 
exhibiting the practise of English as their linguistic resource: 
 
Excerpt 10:   
(audio file 2, time code: 00:03:08 - 00:03:13) 
 
AME:  what’s the date↑ 
MAR:  [7th] 
KAR:  uhm the 8th 
AME:  of the 4th (pause) 
 
Excerpt 10 alone is not substantial to draw a general claim that there is any awareness in the 
members’ knowledge of a language policy. However, what can be noted, is their participation of a 
conversation in English, versus a plausible conversation in any other of their available linguistic 
resources which the group members individually possess. As outlined in their responses to the 
questionnaire, all members of the group share linguistic resources in Spanish. This extract, at the 
core, begs the question of why the group does not use (with or without deliberacy) Spanish as their 
resource to communicate.  
The underlying pattern, boldly outlined here is the sole use of English as the lingua franca. Our 
assumption, based on the data gathered through the questionnaires where the overall reading/writing 
proficiency of Spanish is regarded by the group members as low, convincingly indicates the 
appropriate, and arguably convenient, choice of English as their primary language practice. 
Utilising English allows for efficient systematic communication to the highest possible degree 
between all three members who do not share a native tongue. 
 
English is listed as an L2 language for all three members (as gathered from the questionnaire 
responses). The first point to be elaborated in Excerpt 11 is that each member is given time to 
express what they wish to say, in the manner they wish, without being interrupted or assisted.  
 
Excerpt 11:   
(audio file 2, time code: 00:10:05 - 00:10:20 ) 
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AME:  yeah and maybe if we go in 
that direction (pause) we 
could ask (pause) eh 
(pause) we can’t really 
(pause) you know (pause) 
conclude 
MAR: mhmm 
AME:  also on that and then analyse 
maybe (pause) how (pause) like 
from what we researched how can 
Ukraine like best achieve local 
stability 
 
Looking at the organisation of talk in Excerpt 11, speaker change occurs self-selectively at the end 
of Amelia’s sentence. In addition, the time given to express their thoughts, reflected by the lack of 
interruptions and disruptions can be construed as courtesy to the current speaker, allowing her to 
finish her sentence, in hindsight that English is not her strongest linguistic resource. More so, within 
these pauses taken by both Karen and Maria, no interruptions or overlaps occur. 
Secondly, and directly related to the above, is the observation that even when the speaker seems to 
struggle finding the the suitable words, both the speaker and the addressee's still refrain from using 
other languages than English to communicate with. 
 
Although Group 2 is consistent in their English practise throughout the meeting recorded, they are 
not consistently exhibiting turn distribution without interruptions or overlaps as seen in  Excerpt 12 
below. Almost directly following the extracted excerpt above, 43 seconds later, they begin 
discussing the literature surrounding their problem area. In this discussion, there is one self-
identified speaker, followed by many small intentional disruptions, as each group member is 
attempting to convey their view of the topic at hand, over their fellow member. 
 
Excerpt 12:   
(audio file 2, time code: 00:10:58 - 00:11:20 ) 
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MAR:  on the Uk-Ukraine crisis 
AME:  and there’s like 
MAR:  [but] 
KAR:  but is it scholarly 
MAR:  [yeah] 
MAR:  yeah 
AME:  I mean 
MAR:  [no no no] 
KAR:  it’s not academic 
MAR:  no yeah 
KAR:  it’s more newspaper articles 
MAR:  [mhm] (pause) but ye-yeah 
you could say like (pause) 
that in the end you could 
say what’s best for Ukraine 
to do 
AME:  like just 
MAR:  [but but] 
AME:  but just based 
MAR:  [with another angle] 
AME:  but we just need to 
MAR:  [yeah] 
AME:  be very careful 
 
The importance of drawing on this, is to create a contrast, where one must be shown both sides of 
how talk is organised within the group, to understand the dynamic of this group, digging out the 
what is under the mechanics of the conversation in order to unearth patterns in their language 
practises. 
 
As “observers” through proxy-observation in audio-visual recording, we are challenged when 
aiming to address their speech and language use when they are not being systematically observed. 
Yet the only legitimate research procedure is to investigate this by means of systematic observation. 
This dilemma is known as the ‘Observer’s Paradox’, coined by William Labov. 
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An example of this paradox can be found 44 minutes into the recording, where just after agreeing to 
have a break, one of the participants exclaims: 
 
Excerpt 13:   
(audio file 2, time code: 00:44:34 - 00:44:44 ) 
 
KAR:  we can leave all our stuff 
here right 
MAR:  mmh↑ - I’m bringing my coat 
KAR:  they have cameras so hehe 
MAR:  hihihi 
AME:  hihihi 
KAR:  so I think xxx will know 
 
Despite the context of this excerpt regarding a witty comment about theft-on-camera, it can be 
interpreted as awareness of recording devices, which as a topic would otherwise never be brought 
up, if the group was not being systematically observed. At the same time, an utterance like this 
essentially interests us as researchers, as their awareness of ‘being watched’ through systematic 
observation may modify their behaviour, language practice and inter-member interaction. 
Whether the observants are aware of the language policy of the SIB House which could dissuade 
them from violating it in the recording, or if they simply use English because they are more 
comfortable with it as an academic medium, will be elaborated on later in the project. 
 
Combined Analysis of the Recordings 
In the following section we will outline the findings we discovered while analysing the recordings 
of the group meetings. The first trait we identified was the language use of the two groups: in both 
of the observations, English was the preferred language of both project related talk as well as  in 
more informal talks, for example leading up to a break. 
 During the analysis of the two recordings we have a different emphasis of the 
language practice being exhibited. This is done on the basis of the different focus areas we have in 
each recording. In the recording of Group 1 we encountered a different language than English being 
spoken, namely the two occasions where Ferdynand switched to German. This observation analysis 
holds a different emphasis compared to the one conducted on the recording of group 2, where even 
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though Amelia struggled immensely with finding the right words, her group members gave her time 
to construct the desired sentence, even though there were other linguistic resources available (for 
example Spanish as a common language). 
 
Based on the analysis we have conducted on basis of the recordings, we have the assumption that 
both groups are aware of the language policy, this is nonetheless an aspect we will be investigating 
further through the qualitative interviews. 
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Analyses of the Qualitative Interviews 
 
Analysis of the Ivo Interview 
The following is an analysis of the interview with Ivo, one of the group members from Group 1. 
The analysis focuses on the reflections Ivo has in regards to language use as well as the language 
management of the SIB House. As described in the Theory chapter, language practice refers to what 
languages the students are using and for what purposes. Language management constitutes the 
actions taken by an administrative body to regulate language use at any given institution, region, 
nation etc. To illustrate how he reflects on these matters, we have chosen to include selected 
extracts from the interview, which took place on April 24
th
 2015. It lasted 20 minutes and was 
conducted in a group room at the English Department at Roskilde University. 
The interviewee, Ivo, is a 21 year old male student enrolled at the SIB study. He was born in the 
Netherlands and has currently been living in Denmark for 12 years. Before attending Roskilde 
University, he attended an international gymnasium in Denmark. The purpose of the interview was 
to learn more about the language situation at the SIB study, and how Ivo himself reflects on this 
aspect. 
 
Language Practice 
When asked which languages Ivo speaks at the SIB House he explains that he, at times, speaks both 
Spanish and Danish, however, as illustrated in Excerpts 14 and 15 from the interview, he prefers 
speaking English to maintain what he terms ‘the international spirit’: 
 
Excerpt 14:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:00:47 - 00:01:12 ) 
 
IVO: (…) actu-actually I don't 
speak that much Danish I 
try to use mostly English 
(pause) and I try to keep 
like sort of the (pause) 
sort of the international 
spirit going so I just 
(pause) don’t speak Danish 
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It is interesting that Ivo appears to be differentiating between what he calls the ‘international spirit’ 
and ‘speaking Danish’. This can be seen as a form of language ideology where Ivo perceives 
English as being ‘more international’ and ‘appropriate’ than Danish, at least when he is on campus. 
A language ideology refers to the beliefs of an individual or system that seek to legitimise its use, 
and, in this respect, Ivo expresses that the English language is the best medium to communicate and 
be perceived as ‘international’ in an international context. This aspect is in a way not that 
surprising, as English seems to be a large part of Ivo’s life. Before enrolling at the SIB study, he 
was a student at an international gymnasium, where English was the preferred medium. 
As Excerpts 14 and 15 show, Ivo is still speaking English with the friends he gained through the 
international gymnasium, even though they are Danish, and he, himself speaks what he terms 
‘perfect’ Danish: 
 
Excerpt 15:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:16.40 - 00:16:53) 
 
IVO: well they are (pause) Danish 
but I (pause) speak English 
to them as well (pause) well 
it's because I went to what 
do you call it↑ international 
gymnasium as well so (pause) 
I know them from there so 
(pause) we're just used to 
speaking English to each other 
 
Since Ivo was used to speaking English both in school and to his friends, even before attending 
Roskilde University, it appears that this is still the most natural and, for him, an obvious language 
choice – even though he has an extensive linguistic profile evinced in his proficiency in both 
English, Danish, Swedish, Dutch and German. 
        A recurring disposition of Ivo during the interview is his pro-English stance. As 
mentioned above, he prefers speaking English both at the SIB House and when communicating with 
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his friends from the international gymnasium, and, as Excerpt 16 demonstrates, he enjoys speaking 
English and actually strives to be a part of an ‘international community’: 
 
Excerpt 16:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:15:58 - 00:16:14) 
 
IVO: (...) the SIB is yeah like 
the (pause) with  the 
international policy and 
what not (pause) but (pause) 
I mean I just chose 
international education 
because (pause) I want to 
speak English and I want to 
be in an international 
community 
 
It is perhaps not that surprising that Ivo is demonstrating a positive attitude towards ‘English’, as he 
has twice chosen a study where English is the language of instruction, both at Roskilde University 
and at the international gymnasium. As Fishman suggests, “it is the social meaning and 
interpretation of the location that is most pertinent to language choice.” (Fishman quoted in 
Spolsky, 2009: 3). In this case, it is the international environment at the SIB House that prompts Ivo 
to communicate primarily in English, and in so doing, project his identity as an international 
student.  
 
Additionally, Ivo displays an instance of in-group solidarity wherein he confesses a desire to be part 
of an ‘international community’ and a proponent of the ‘international spirit’. SIT would associate 
his desires as contributing to a positive social identity, his membership being the ‘international 
community’, realised mainly by speaking English and partaking in an international study. A 
positive self-esteem may also be acquired through this in-group membership, using English as a 
primary source of identifying oneself as a truly international student, as opposed to speaking Danish 
which may convey more localised attributes. 
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According to Ivo, his Danish is ‘perfect’, and therefore he should, supposedly, have the required 
proficiencies to be enrolled at a study where Danish is the language of instruction and thus an 
international study was most likely not his only choice. The extract demonstrates an evident 
objective to live an international life and, for Ivo, speaking English appears to be a major part of 
that lifestyle. He explains that the motivation for him to enroll at the SIB study stems from an 
interest in international policy and a desire to speak English.  
 
Illustrated in the following excerpt, is an example of Ivo negotiating his language use, as he is 
explaining why he occasionally also speaks Spanish: 
 
Excerpt 17:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:02:00 - 00:02:11) 
 
IVO: (...)I speak Spanish xxx 
sometimes if I speak to 
someone else who xxx from 
South America or South 
         America or yeah speaks in 
(pause) but yeah like you 
said mainly English 
 
As Ivo elaborates in Excerpt 17 he negotiates his language practice according to the communicative 
situation at hand. In this case, his language practice occasionally involves switching from English to 
Spanish to accommodate linguistically for his, among others, hispanic classmates. This 
demonstrates a profound desire to utilise his linguistic capabilities for people whose first language 
is Spanish - despite the fact that Spanish had the (self-professed) lowest language proficiency mark 
in the questionnaire (see XXXX). Ivo furthermore explains that it was mostly in the introductory 
period he spoke Spanish, and that he presently mainly uses English. It is interesting that he, at least 
in the beginning of his study, was in a way ‘encouraging’ the hispanic students to speak Spanish as 
he explains during the interview that he answers people in English when they are speaking Danish - 
this will be elaborated upon later further on in the chapter. 
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Knowledge of the Language Policy 
Though Ivo has a strong and varied set of language skills, he on several occasions demonstrates a 
preference for English – even though, as the next extract illustrates, Ivo believes the SIB students 
can speak any language they desire: 
 
Excerpt 18:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:01:12 - 00:01:16) 
 
TIN: yeah so but you can use whatever 
         language you want to use↑ 
IVO: eh pretty much yeah 
 
Though Ivo is acknowledging that the students can speak any language they want to, the expression 
‘eh’ can be interpreted as a pause of thought, making the answer seem hesitant and uncertain. 
Simultaneously, the expression ‘pretty much’ also suggests an uncertainty in regards to whether or 
not the students are actually permitted to do so. This uncertainty is later affirmed as Ivo tells us that 
he has not read the language policy and, as exemplified in Excerpt 19, does not know what it 
specifically consists of: 
 
Excerpt 19:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:07:31 - 00:07:44) 
 
NAD: (...) the language policy 
that you said you might 
have heard of (...) do you 
know what it consist of 
(pause) are you allowed 
to speak any languages you 
want or eh↑  
IVO:     eh no I've (pause) no idea no  
 
In the expression ‘no idea’, it seems Ivo is stressing the fact that he has little to no knowledge about 
what the language policy consists of. The previous statement that the SIB students can speak any 
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language might be based on a language ideology established within the SIB House by the SIB 
students themselves, where any language is accepted. This ideology appears to be quite casual 
compared to the official language policy, which clearly states that everyone should in fact be talking 
English and only English. Interestingly, not only do the students seem to disregard this official 
language policy, the secretaries also exhibit a negation of the language policy at the SIB House: 
 
Excerpt 20:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:11:19 - 00:11:28) 
 
Ivo: I mean even the secretaries 
I mean when you go into – to 
speak to the ss-secretary 
she'll speak to them in 
Danish usually as I do 
(pause) at least when they 
come to you they usually 
start speaking in Danish 
as well 
 
As the SIB House does have an official language policy stating that “In the International Bachelor 
Study Programme in Social Science, the working language is English”, one might have expected the 
secretaries to address everyone, including the students, in English. However, according to Ivo, the 
secretaries have addressed him in Danish from the first time he visited their office, which can be 
seen as an indication of Danish being the preferred language of the office.  
We were curious as to why the secretaries appear to prefer speaking Danish, thus we asked Ivo 
about their English proficiencies, as we thought insufficient English skills could be a reasonable 
assumption for the de-selection of English. However, as Excerpt 21 demonstrates, Ivo dismisses 
this speculation, and explains that the secretaries, in his opinion, speak English ‘very well’: 
 
Excerpt 21:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:15:33 - 00:15:47) 
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NAD: how are their English 
proficiencies↑  
IVO:  uhh they speak English very 
well  
NAD:    okay  
NAD:    so it’s not lack of 
proficiencies↑  
IVO:  no not at all I mean we have 
like house meetings 
and the secretaries are there 
and they yeah (pause) they're 
very good at formulating 
everything in English so 
 
Ivo explains that the secretaries are attending house meetings, which are in English, and it  appears 
that they have to participate “verbally” in said meetings, thus they must possess a certain level of 
English. An idea for further research, assuming that the secretaries are Danish, would be to question 
why they do not speak to the students in English and conform to the working language at SIB. One 
theory may be SIT whereby the secretaries’ in-group membership would be the Danish nationality, 
and they would represent that nationality by speaking Danish to students whom they presume are 
able to speak Danish, or whom they presume to share their nationality with. Whether or not Danish 
would be considered the preferred medium for whatever reason would be conjecture at this point, 
however, as Spolsky states: “Language policy is concerned not just with named varieties of 
language, but with all the individual elements at all levels that make up language.” (Spolsky, 2004: 
49).  
Even though the SIB House has a language policy that clearly states for people enrolled in the SIB 
study that the working language is English, we are questioning whether the students, and perhaps 
even the staff, are fully aware of what the language policy consists of, and if they are even aware of 
it. When recording a group meeting with Group 1, two members of the research group observed the 
language use in the kitchen of the SIB House for approximately an hour and a half, and they 
realised that there were more people speaking Danish than any other language. Furthermore, Ivo 
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several times expressed that English is not the only language spoken at the SIB House, and it 
appears that larger groups of Danes have a tendency to speak Danish to each other.  
 
Language Management 
Furthermore, there are no immediate indications of policed language use, at least not from an 
administrative level. Ivo explained that, during the Rus period, the tutors of the SIB House were 
enforcing, or at least reminding, the new students of the language policy by asking them to speak 
English, an exemplification of “language management or planning activities that attempt to modify 
the practices and ideologies of a community.” (Spolsky, 2004: 39). Nonetheless, as the following 
excerpt illustrates, this ceased to happen when the rus period ended: 
 
Excerpt 22:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:10:02 - 00:10:15) 
 
NAD: so (pause) when did people 
stop talking about 
this (pause) we don't have 
to call it a language policy 
(pause) When did people stop 
saying you have to speak 
English↑ (...)  
IVO:  erm it was pretty much right 
after the rus period really 
 
The only other indication of the monolingual language policy we encountered was, as stated in the 
methodology, through an informant at the SIB House who explained that posters had previously 
been present at the house that sought to regulate the language practice. This can be seen as another 
instance of language management, “the explicit and observable effort by someone or some group 
that has or claims authority over the participants in the domain to modify their practices of beliefs.” 
(Spolsky, 2009: 4). Though the tutors were attempting to modify the language use of the new 
students, during the introductory period, the students seemingly quickly disregarded it and formed 
their own language practices, where English is not the only, or perhaps even the preferred choice, at 
least when it comes to socialising between classes.   
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        Nonetheless, the language policy does not appear to be enforced from above, a few of 
the students, Ivo included, are indirectly regulating the language use at the SIB House by answering 
people in English when they are addressed in Danish: 
 
Excerpt 23:   
(audio file 3, time code: 00:03:12 - 00:03:16) 
 
NAD: okay so if someone addresses 
you in Danish you answer 
them in English↑  
IVO: [yeah] 
 
Excerpt 24:    
(audio file 3, time code: 00:10:33 - 00:10:51) 
 
NAD: (…)are you the only one 
(pause) answering people 
in English when they are 
speaking Danish↑  
Ivo:  uhh (pause) I can think of 
right now (pause) yes↑ 
(pause) I think so no 
actually I've heard [it] 
once or twice before that 
someone else also does it 
 
Answering someone in English, though they are speaking Danish, appears to be an effective and 
obvious “reprimand”, as people afterwards tend to switch to English. The situation where one 
person asks something in Danish, and the other person answers in English, is an example of 
different language ideologies colliding, where one person believes it is okay to speak other 
languages than English, and the other disagrees, and are therefore “correcting” them. Ivo regulating 
the language is furthermore another example of him preferring to speak English -  though he has the 
language skills to have a conversation in Danish, he is reminding people to speak English. It is 
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rather peculiar that it appears as though he is mainly regulating the language use when people are 
speaking Danish and not, for instance, Spanish.  
 
Final Remarks 
In closing, in several instances during the interview, Ivo expresses that he prefers speaking English, 
and this appears to be the case both academically as well as socially. Though he explains that he is 
not familiar with the content of the language policy at the SIB House, he does remember the tutors 
instructing the students to speak English, which happens to be one of the only times he has 
observed the language policy being enforced. Likewise, a few of the students, Ivo included, are also 
regulating the language use as they are ‘correcting’ their fellow students, when they speak Danish, 
by answering them in English. It is an interesting scenario, as one might tend to think of language 
policy as ‘something’ that is being regulated ‘from above’ and not, as the latter illustrates, ‘from 
below’ (Mortensen, 2014). As mentioned previously, this is an example of language practices 
colliding - generally speaking, the official language policy of the SIB House does not appear to be 
as ‘restrictive’ as the ideology Ivo appears to be following.  
According to Ivo, the students speaking Danish tend to switch to English when answered or 
addressed in English. This is most likely an indication of them being aware of the fact that they are 
actually expected to speak English. We are however, based on the interview, not convinced that the 
students are actually aware of the official language policy of the SIB House, as it seems that most of 
the students are perceiving the “English only” rule as more of a guideline than a strict rule of how 
they should conduct themselves language-wise.  
 
Analysis of the Maria Interview 
The following is an analysis of the interview with Maria, a group member from Group 2. We have 
chosen to include a series of excerpts from the interview which we find illustrate Maria’s and (to 
some extent) her fellow students’ approach to language practice and management. Following the 
recordings of the group meetings, we discovered a series of patterns from this participants that 
demonstrated idiosyncrasies concerning the language policy outlined in the curriculum for the SIB 
study and warranted further research. On that basis we conducted an interview with Maria (Group 
2) on the 5th of May, lasting 15 minutes conducted in a group room located in the Student House on 
Roskilde University campus. The interview itself began failingly due to complications with the 
recording equipment and thusly an audio recording of the interview by a smartphone had to suffice. 
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When posed with questions from the interviewers Maria, at times, provided rather reserved answers. 
Because her responses were not exclusively insightful, the interviewers deemed it necessary to 
adjust and pose follow up questions based on her limited feedback. This was done to elicit an 
extended dialogue from the interview process.  
 
During her stay at Roskilde University Maria was, when faced with questions revolving around her 
experience with language use, very keen on describing her past four semester experiences as a 
student at the SIB studies, her interaction with other students and friends, and which linguistic 
resources she recognises as being present. 
 
Introduction to the University and its Language Policy 
For Maria, the emphasis of this interview was to be able to elaborate on a series of conditions 
surrounding the language practice and management in her project group and in the SIB House as a 
whole. Most of the analysis focuses on how Maria perceives the management of language at SIB 
and her own participation in its maintenance. It is also through her experiences that we are 
conducting this analysis. We hope to progress from the stance of analysing language practice as a 
core to allowing Maria to elaborate on the framework surrounding her study and, in so doing, 
provide an insight into the management and possible ideologies behind the language practices 
exhibited. 
 
From the beginning of the interview, Maria elaborates on her view of language use and the 
anticipations she had when enrolling and the language practice she witnessed in her first semester at 
the SIB study at Roskilde University. As the following extract illustrates, she exhibits signs of her 
own language ideology, the management of the language policy and her own knowledge of said 
policy when asked how her first day at university was like: 
 
Excerpt 25:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:01:54 - 00:02:15) 
 
JEP: did you become aware of what 
languages were spoken in the 
SIB House 
MAR:   øhm well I didn’t knew that 
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everything was in English 
(pause) well I knew (...) 
everything was in English 
of course but didn’t (...)  
(pause) think that it was 
going to be only English and 
we had this rule that if (...) 
somebody (...) heard you 
speaking English (pause) øhm  
you had to buy beer for them 
 
This excerpt evinces how, according to Maira’s experience, the language policy at the SIB House is 
being enforced. Both when elaborating on her introduction to the student life at SIB and when being 
questioned directly as to who “told them (the students) to speak English” at campus, she 
continuously returned to the fact that it was on a direct order from the tutors. Tutors are students in 
the same study as the 1st year students, but further along in their studies. They act as mentors, 
leaders and ambassadors of the university course to guide the newly enrolled first year students in a 
two-week period known as a ‘rus-period’. In this instance, what Spolsky terms as ‘language 
management’ is clearly taking place: “The third component of language policy is language 
management, the explicit and observable effort by someone or some group that has or claims 
authority over the participants in the domain to modify their practices of beliefs” (Spolsky, 2009: 
4). Whilst we are unaware of if the tutors knew of the language policy operating at SIB, they are 
clearly enforcing it. The reason for this enforcement, as we can only speculate, may stem from a 
practical deduction, as Spolsky states, language management may be employed “out of a belief that 
the present practices or beliefs are inadequate or undesirable and need modification. It assumes the 
existence of choice, whether of language, variety, or variable, and depends on the existence of 
perception of a significant conflict between two or more languages, varieties, or salient variables, 
such that a different choice can be expected to remedy the conflict” (Spolsky, 2009: 181). Had there 
been previous conflicts, or to preemptively prevent them, the tutors may have instigated this 
language policy to ‘remedy’ and ‘modify’ language practice from  multilinguistic to a 
monolinguistic, perhaps in an effort to optimise linguistic inclusivity amongst the students.   
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Not only was she and her fellow students told that they “had to speak English”, but they were also 
instructed to police each other through a language policy “game”. If a student heard one of their 
fellow students speaking a language other than English, they were instructed to identify them and 
the accused would buy that person a beer. However, as Excerpt 26 demonstrates, this was 
exclusively practiced by the tutors.  
 
Excerpt 26:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:03:46 - 00:03:52) 
 
MAT: are the tutors the only ones 
regulating or who else 
regulates 
MAR: only the tutors yah 
 
In Maria’s experience she has only noticed that the tutors are the ones who practice language 
management. In Ivo’s experience, however, he encourages the usage of English, perpetuating its use 
to promote what he terms the ‘international spirit’. According to Spolsky, “language behavior is 
determined by proficiency; the beliefs explains the values that help account for individual choice; 
and the management may influence speakers to modify their practice or belief.” (Spolsky 2009: 5-
6). As previously inferred, the tutors may have experienced or wish to prevent negative 
circumstances involving lack of language proficiency and, thusly, sought to employ a one language 
rule to minimise this possibility.  
 
Language Practice and Contradictions 
Though Maria elaborates on the policy and instructions that were given during her first time at the 
university she discloses, during the interview, that she herself does not uphold the rules 
consistently. When faced with a question regarding the variety of languages that we have 
experienced being spoken in the SIB House kitchen, she explains that she sometimes speaks Danish 
if she is surrounded by other people who are also speaking Danish. This creates the impression of 
the kitchen being a neutral zone when situated in the language policy frame. Also, in accordance 
with SIT her speaking Danish to fellow students who are also speaking Danish reveals a sense of in-
group membership and an unwillingness to conform to any single language practice. Instead of 
replying to them in English, which may instigate a sense of reprimand and correction, she conforms 
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to their using Danish as a means of socialising. Being Danish herself, by complying to their 
language use she instigates a positive social identity, at least with this group of speakers.  
 
Throughout the whole interview, her rhetorics seem focused around her having a somewhat high 
opinion of the English language, and she does in fact appraise the English only language policy, 
which was also one of the reasons she chose the SIB study as is evident from the following excerpt:  
 
Excerpt 27:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:04:43 - 00:04:46) 
 
JEP: that what appeals to you 
MAR:    yeah it did 
 
She expresses that she believes it is an advantage that the policy of the house is constructed the way 
it is, and she had no immediate objections when questioned whether she found the monolingual 
language policy to be anything other than advantageous. Again, here Spolsky may account for her 
advancing the status and practical uses of the English language: “the beliefs explains the values that 
help account for individual choice; and the management may influence speakers to modify their 
practice or belief.” (Spolsky, 2009: 5-6). The study being conducted in English appealed to Maria 
more than a study in Danish perhaps because, as stated in the Questionnaire (see appendices), she 
considers working with English in the future.  
Accordingly, we interpret Maria representing a segment of the students who (apparently) display a 
strong sense of language ideology, at least when being present in the international study 
environment at SIB. Her ideology, (that is, her beliefs on the suitability of language use) determines 
her varying language practices depending on her audience, even though she has been strictly 
instructed to follow an English only protocol at the SIB House. This presents a duality in the 
problematics of the choice of language, in which her ideologies and practice seem to surpass the 
policies stipulated from the administrative level. Furthermore this indicates that language policies 
are being, in at least some instances, negotiated at a floor level and upwards, more so than being 
followed strictly from management and down. This correlates to her ambition to create a positive 
self-esteem through in-group membership, whether that be speaking English or Danish, and this is 
negotiated depending on context and suitability.  
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Regarding the question of negotiating between linguistic resources, Maria explicitly highlights a 
field in which she finds the use of English being substituted with the use of Danish, namely with 
regards to social interaction. Maria, as mentioned in the Methodology chapter, is a Dane born to 
Sierra Leonean parents and fluent in Danish, so it is no surprise that her socially dominant language 
is her first language. She manages her linguistic resources strictly, with a close regard to the 
distinction between a campus and non-campus sphere. As Spolsky asserts: “(...) any individual is a 
participant in several levels of his or her community (...) any individual has different roles in 
different domains” (Spolsky, 2009: 6). According to her own statement she switches from English 
(which she uses on campus) to Danish (which she uses in all other instances) with her friends the 
moment she leaves the university campus. This distinction is clarified by her statement that the two 
linguistic contexts are identified as “two different worlds”.   
 
Excerpt 28:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:10:19 - 00:10:20) 
 
JEP: (...) do you regulate (pause) 
do you speak English to them 
there and then Danish outside 
(pause) okay 
MAR:    ja ja (pause) it's like two 
different worlds 
 
After leaving the campus, the preferred language, as she states, is Danish. Nevertheless, she 
concludes that outside the campus English is still spoken as tool of inclusion for the foreign 
students, so they do not feel excluded. The fact that she insists over three times, as seen in the 
following extracts, that the policy helps the foreign students suggests that the language policy is 
making her feel socially responsible for the foreign students, even outside of the academic sphere.  
 
Excerpt 29:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:01:54 - 00:02:27) 
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JEP: did you become aware of what 
languages were spoken in the 
SIB House 
MAR:    øhm well I didn’t knew that 
everything was in English 
(pause) well I knew was 
everything was in English 
of course but didn’t (...) 
(pause) think that it was 
going to be only English and 
we had this rule that if you 
(pause) somebody (...) heard 
you speaking English (pause) 
øhm you had to buy beer for 
them 
MAT:    [beer]  
JEP:    [beer] 
MAR:    yea beer and dat-that would 
add up to many people buying 
beers (pause) to make sure 
people would talk English 
all the way and also 
because there is a lot 
exchange students so they 
won’t feel left aside 
 
Excerpt 30:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:04:00 - 00:04:39) 
 
MAT: (...) what are your other 
thoughts on this kind of 
situation with (...) (pause) 
you know (pause) what do 
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you think about that 
MAR:   øhm (pause) well I think 
it's a good starting point 
(pause) uhm because (...) 
when we [were] all new 
nobody knows each other 
(pause) and especially 
for the exchange students 
(...) it will be quite 
weird if you come to a 
country and you cannot 
follow the conversation 
as such so I didn’t mind 
also because I did 
apply for the SIB (...) 
the international house 
(...) 
 
Excerpt 31:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:11:18 - 00:11:47) 
 
JEP: mostly as a tool of 
inclusion for the 
foreign students 
MAR: mhm ja 
JEP:     (...) that's the most 
important 
MAR:    øhm so they don't like 
feel left outside (pause) 
and they're like when 
they come they don't 
have anything (...) they 
don’t know any people 
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(...) know the cultures 
of so when we speak 
English back to them and 
have conversations like a 
way for them to (pause) 
feel more welcomed also 
(...) 
 
The sharp shift between the two settings shows a clear inclination towards following a sort of code, 
which seems to be imbedded in one environment and not in the other. Again, as Fishman postulates, 
“Domains connect social and physical reality - people and places. (...) it is the social meaning and 
interpretation of the location that is most pertinent to language choice.”. Accordingly, Maria bases 
her language choice on the ‘social meaning’ of the location, the ‘two different worlds', in this case 
comprising of either people who speak Danish or who do not and are able to speak English. The 
code of language shift seems vital to her in this regard in order to socially and linguistically 
accommodate for foreign students. However, on the other hand, we have only signified that she 
does not seem to have any problem with switching to Danish in the kitchen, which if anything is in 
the very heart of the SIB House, and which constitutes a common room for all students to be in at 
any time. Thusly, in turn this quote presents a duality which may constitute for an interesting 
discussion.  
 
The Linguistic Sphere 
Maria’s answer to the question of whether she believes her fellow students are aware of there being 
a language policy, to which she responds that she does not, as seen in the following example, 
nuances the analysis and places her response in an interesting perspective: 
 
Excerpt 32:   
(audio file 4, time code: 00:11:56 - 00:12:04) 
 
MAT: do you think that uh uh 
other people other than 
yourself know about this 
uh what's written in the 
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handbook 
MAR:     no 
 
She acknowledges (more or less in jest) that her fellow students most likely “blindly  follow the 
tutor's advice”. This illustrates that, in her perspective, the other students are adjusting their 
practices and beliefs that English is the appropriate choice of language in accordance with the 
language management protocol introduced to them by the tutors at the beginning of the semester. 
 
Maria does indeed appear to be aware of a type of regulation present in the SIB House, as she is 
aware that she ‘has to’ switch codes depending on the physical locality of her conversations. This is 
especially made evident in the case of the SIB House kitchen, where language practice seems to 
vary to a great extent. Thus, though she has knowledge of a language policy being present, she does 
not follow it blindly - as a matter of fact, it appears that she is negotiating every social occurrence to 
deem what code and language is fitting in said setting. This in turn renders the language policy 
more of an overall guideline in the academic setting than an actual imperative rule.  
 
Within the group setting Maria elaborates on the group's linguistic resources and their use (or lack) 
of them. She describes that both she and Amelia have Danish as a linguistic resource, but explains 
that they choose not to use it as “she [[Amelia]] doesn’t prefer to speak it”, and when asked directly 
if it is a matter of preference she answers “yes”. Furthermore, though the group shares a certain 
level of Spanish language skills, they do not seem to utilise it, which can be seen as a shared 
language ideology, where English appears to be the preferred choice, perhaps because their scores 
on academic reading and writing, amongst other criteria, scored higher in English than in Spanish in 
the questionnaire (see Questionnaire X). 
It is apparent that English is the group's sole language of communication within the group-work 
setting, and this corresponds with the core assessment of their language ideology: they assert a 
higher value to English than to other alternatives. Whether this originates from the instructions they 
received during the introductory period, their own individual language ideologies, or that they have 
not realised that they share a Spanish linguistic resource, we can only speculate.  
 
In closing, it does appear as if Maria is aware of there being a prearranged agreement on the choice 
of language in the SIB House. Furthermore, she expresses a willingness to follow said agreement - 
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on the other hand she also explains that in some cases she does not abide to the agreement and 
sometimes communicates in the medium of Danish, though she has knowledge of the ‘English only 
– language policy’ of the SIB House. From the perspective of the researcher, her language practice 
and beliefs are only governed by the official language policy until a certain point, as she appears to 
negotiate each social encounter to evaluate which language can serve her purpose best, and provide 
her with the desired perceived social identity. As such, this renders the official language policy of 
the SIB House more as a guide for inclusion and optimal mutual collaboration than a strict protocol, 
exhibiting an obvious ideology regarding the inherently inclusive features of English.  
 
Combined Analysis 
In the following section we will reflect on various patterns that are illustrated in selected excerpts 
from both of the qualitative interviews.  
 
Ivo and Maria both express a positive sentiment towards English in different ways. For Ivo 
speaking English is a condition for being a part of the “international community”. For Maria 
English is a tool for social inclusion, especially for the exchange students. Though they are located 
within the same speech community their language practices vary significantly. Ivo explains that he 
initially would speak Spanish to the hispanic students of the SIB study. However, he expresses that 
this was mostly in the beginning, and stresses that he presently mainly communicates in English as 
he wish to uphold “the international spirit”.  
Comparing this attitude to that of Maria’s, outlines some similarities in their current language 
practice. During her time at Roskilde University she had the intention of speaking English, 
however, throughout the interview she explains how she on several occasions communicates in 
Danish with her fellow Danish speaking students.  
 
Though neither Ivo nor Maria are fully conforming to the monolingual language policy, 
Maria  throughout the interview demonstrates a more comprehensive knowledge of the official 
language present at the SIB House than Ivo does. This is somewhat misleading as the collected data 
illustrates that Ivo’s language practice is more inline with the official language policy than Maria’s.  
 
In closing, when reflecting on the the interview analysis, it becomes evident that the tutors were the 
only ones enforcing the language policy and, according to both of the interviewees, this 
enforcement ceased shortly after the introductory period. This cessation could in turn have 
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influenced the interviewees’ view on the policy and created an assumption of the policy being a 
guideline more so than a strict protocol. 
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Discussion 
The following chapter will outline the findings of the analyses and incorporate them into a 
discussion set in the chosen theoretical framework. The framework consists of theoretical elements 
outlined by Bernard Spolsky’s Language Policy (2009) theory, as well as the application of SIT 
(2006), as described by Augoustinos, Walker and Donaghue to illustrate ‘in-group’ and ‘out-group’ 
identification, and thus ‘ingroup’ solidarity. 
 
Discussion of the Recordings 
Throughout the recordings of the two chosen project groups, we quickly came to realise that the 
groups seem to have an evident pattern in common - namely the prefered choice of language. 
Within their group setting, for both academically related talk as well as non-academic socialising - 
English was evidently the dominant language. Both of the groups choose to speak English despite 
demonstrating that they have shared linguistic competencies in other languages. 
 
In Group 1 a switch from English to German occurs twice during the recordings. By analysing the 
reaction to the switches we have obtained a more comprehensive understanding of the language 
practice norms within the group. As illustrated in the Analysis Chapter, no apparent correction is 
expressed - however as the group does not conform to the language change Ferdynand subsequently 
switches back to English. 
In Group 2 the members share language proficiency in Spanish but still appear to conform to an 
English-only group environment, as the recordings show that they only communicate in English 
during their group meetings. 
 
These two visible favourisations of English over German and Spanish, respectively, lead us to the 
assumption that both groups are aware of the presence of a language policy or at least an 
overarching regulation of language use within the SIB House.  
 
The assumption of the group understanding that there is a monolinguistic language policy present at 
the SIB House, is however being challenged when we compare the language practices of Group 1 
and 2. In Group 1 we see a clear preference towards the English language when they are involved 
with academic work. However, we realise a shift in language practice when the meeting becomes 
one of more informal character (during breaks and towards the end of it). At this point, one of the 
members seem inclined towards a shift in their language practice, and this results in two examples 
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of language shift from English to German. These shifts could point towards an language ideological 
incongruence between the members of Group 1, as Ferdynand seems to assert a higher social value 
to German than to English, at least during breaks. 
 
Comparing the practices of Group 1 to that of Group 2 raises a series of questions regarding the 
individual ideology behind the practice. To illuminate some of the patterns behind said practices we 
made the choice of conducting two qualitative interviews. 
The two interviewees, Ivo and Maria, were chosen on different grounds. Ivo appeared to be 
observing the group meeting rather than verbally participating, this intrigued our curiosity. Group 
number 2 seemed to be more homogeneous and it was therefore more of a challenge to identify one 
member. We however decided on interviewing Maria, as she, to us, appeared more linguistically 
insecure than her fellow group members, thus we wished to get her view on the use of language(s) 
at the SIB House.   
 
Discussion of the Analyses 
Subsequent to the analyses of the interviews, it was apparent that Ivo desired to uphold an 
“international spirit” and partake in what he terms an ‘international community’ through the use of 
English when speaking to his fellow students. During the interview Ivo explains that he prefers 
speaking English and acknowledges that he does regulate language use at the SIB House by 
answering his fellow students in English when he is addressed in Danish. This example of 
‘language practice’ is supported by the recordings of his group’s meeting. During this meeting 
Ferdynand addressed Ivo in German - though Ivo speaks German well, he chose to answer in 
English. He furthemore explains that he “has no idea” what the language policy consists of and is 
somewhat certain that the SIB students can speak any language they wish to. He furthermore 
expresses that he believes it is a good thing to have a monolingual language policy at the SIB 
House, and that one of the reasons for him choosing the SIB study was that it would allow him to 
speak English.  
Ivo regulating the language use is an interesting example of his individual language practice at the 
SIB House, Excerpt (x) illustrates that he is in fact choosing to speak English when someone else is 
speaking another language (in this case German). Additionally, in Excerpt (x) Ivo himself expresses 
that he does tend to answer in English when his fellow students are speaking Danish. We see this as 
not only as a noteworthy example of his language practice (what he is actually doing), but also an 
example of his ideological perception of English. Spolsky asserts that “language behavior is 
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determined by proficiency; the beliefs explains the values that help account for individual choice; 
and the management may influence speakers to modify their practice or belief. (...) strongest of all 
in effect are language practices, for in their absence there is no available model and no 
proficiency” (Spolsky, 2009: 5-6). Though Ivo is not fully aware of what the language policy 
consists of he does in general appear to comply to it. This may be due to his belief that speaking 
English constitutes as an international practice, and upholding that practice will ensure his in-group 
membership as an international student in an “international community”. 
 
On the same note, Maria also expresses that she perceives the language policy as an advantage and 
it is evident that she regard it as a tool for inclusion. Though she demonstrates a more 
comprehensive knowledge of the official language policy, and furthermore explains that ‘speaking 
English’ is a good way of welcoming the exchange students as well as preventing social exclusion, 
it does not appear as though she conforms to the language policy to the same extent as Ivo. Where 
Ivo only appears to be speaking Danish when he is communicating with the secretaries of the SIB 
house, it appears as though Maria is speaking Danish whenever she  communicates with other 
Danish speakers.  
It is, however, important to remember that Maria is Danish and has only attended Danish speaking 
education prior to the SIB study, and we find that this aspects is very likely to influence her 
language practice, as she is not as used to communicating in English as Ivo appears to be. This may 
indicate as another example of language proficiency acting as a determiner for language behaviour.  
 
While processing the interview we found that Maria, at times, struggles to find the ‘right’ words as 
she is using several fillers when speaking, and we believe this point is probably also influencing her 
language practice as it, of course, is easier to communicate in one’s first language. 
Maria’s choice to speak Danish when communicating with other Danish speakers can serve as  an 
example of in-group membership, who share a more local form of communication, namely Danish. 
However, when situated with speakers whom she perceives are not able to speak Danish, she uses 
English for purposes of inclusion, assuming that speaking Danish would instigate a sense of 
exclusivity on the listeners’ behalf. To create a positive self-esteem, in accordance with SIT, her 
actions constitute a ‘best happiness’ principle, conferring a positive social identity with both Danish 
and non-Danish speakers and at the same time commending the English only policy. Whilst Ivo 
uses English to retain an international identity - being an international student in a foreign country. 
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Maria uses English variably, though mostly when at University in semi-compliance with the 
expectations established at the beginning of her studies. These traits, in addition to language 
proficiency and in their own convoluted respects, seem to govern their language use despite having 
access to a range of linguistic resources. 
 
In accordance with the first of Spolsky’s tripartite system: what is actually happening, is that both 
Ivo and Maria diverge when communicating: Maria switches to Danish when speaking with, whom 
she perceives to be, fellow Danish speakers - while Ivo switches when communicating with the SIB 
House secretaries. The fact that they are both diverting from the monolingual language policy 
reinforces our conjecture of the students perceiving the language policy as more of a guideline than 
a strict protocol. We question whether the SIB students, in general, have any knowledge about the 
official language policy based both on Maria’s explanation that she does not believe her fellow 
students are aware of said policy as well as Ivo’s scarce knowledge on the matter.  
Though we question whether the students are aware of there being an official policy stating that 
English is the working language - we do believe that the students are, to a certain extent, aware of 
an ‘unofficial language policy’ being present at the SIB House. We base this assumption on the 
interviews where both Ivo and Maria uttered that the tutors are instructing new students to speak 
English. Perhaps one of the reasons for the insufficient knowledge of the official language policy 
can be found in the lack of language management. Both of the interviewees explain that the tutors 
were the only ones regulating the language use which ceased to happen as soon as the introductory 
period ended. 
 
It is the research group’s conjecture that the use of English satisfies a need for a mutual linguistic 
resource. In Group 2 all three members possess varying degrees of academic reading and writing 
proficiency in English and Danish and share some competencies in Spanish. In Group 1 the shared 
linguistic resources between all three of the members present were the languages of German and 
English. Therefore, as all members of both groups share high self-perceived competencies in 
English, the decision to communicate primarily in English, at least during group work, constitutes 
more of a practical requirement than any preferential treatment of the language. English becomes a 
means of communication when partaking in group work on an international plain - though both 
groups share linguistic competencies in other languages than English, they may not possess the 
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level needed to be able to participate in an academic setting in said language(s), thus supporting 
Spolsky’s assertion that: “language behavior is determined by proficiency” (Spolsky, 2009: 5-6). 
 
Reflecting on the Theories 
SIT may lack sufficient grounds to base its theory on the origins of stereotyping and prejudice, at 
least in terms of linguistic prejudice, on in-group membership and preference owing to the necessity 
of English at an international base. What SIT has offered, on the other hand, is a further 
understanding of Ivo and Maria’s choices in regards to achieving a positive social identity, both 
locally and internationally, by communicating in either English or Danish. Their preferences do not 
immediately denote the superiority of English or Danish over other languages, in as much as their 
language choices satisfying a need for mutual understanding and collaboration. For Ivo, English is 
apparently the optimal choice to pursue both academically and socially, whilst for Maria, her use of 
English is confined to the international locale. This may represent a clear distinction between 
Danish students who study at SIB and the students from another country, though this distinction 
warrants further research to be discussed conclusively. 
 
Spolsky’s Language Policy theory has been helpful in identifying aspects of the actual language 
practices of the SIB House, as well as examples of  language management and its possible effect of 
altering or reinstating language beliefs. Language management at the SIB House either reinforced 
or modified the beliefs of both interviewees. At one extent, the language policy offered an 
international identity, and at the other language management provided a base for inclusion, inferring 
that speaking Danish would constitute a negative and exclusive experience for non-Danish speaking 
students - this perpetuated the use of English at the SIB House.  
The theory focuses mainly on the macro implications of a language policy: “There is, of course, a 
good reason for the attention concentrated on political units, and that is the association of 
language policy with power and authority.” (Spolsky, 2004: 40). However, there is little coverage 
concerning the effects of a language policy at an international university; what could be considered 
a micro-sociolinguistic setting. What Language Policy has emphasised, however, is that “Language 
policy operates within a speech community, of whatever size.” (Spolsky, 2004: 40), and in 
accordance with our research questions, the theory does aid in understanding what govern the 
students’ language choices: “the goal of a theory of language policy is to account for the choices 
made by individual speakers on the basis of rule-governed patterns recognized by the speech 
community (or communities) of which they are members.” (Spolsky, 2009: 1).  
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A contingency that is possible to discuss is the instance of there being a native English speaker 
present within one of the groups. The research group would contend that, with the language policy 
being English and the students being aware or unaware of this fact, the group would be more 
inclined to communicate in English, both socially and academically, to accommodate for and 
possibly extract the linguistic resources that the native speaker possesses. Additionally, although the 
term “international” has multi-lingual implications, the research group has observed that the 
language used mostly in contexts where “international” is mentioned in the description is 
predominantly English. Accordingly, though the presence of a native English speaker should in 
theory be less consequential to language choice at an international study environment, in this case it 
is not. Considering the extent to which English is promoted at the beginning stages of the study, its 
general and cultural status worldwide, and (as was the case at SIB) made imperative through the use 
of posters and to some extent regulated by non-Danish speakers, the presence of native English 
speakers would to a greater degree facilitate the use of English at the SIB House. 
 
Why only English? 
With regards to why the SIB study would instigate a English only policy, the research group would 
infer that it involves the language ideology of the SIB House. According to Spolsky, language 
beliefs are “values they [the language management implementers] assign to those languages, 
varieties and variants” (Spolsky, 2009: 249). Language management, which has clearly been 
stipulated, at least in the curriculum of the SIB House, is according to Spolsky a “political act, 
arising out of a belief that the present practices or beliefs are inadequate or undesirable and need 
modification.” (Spolsky, 2009: 181. To this end, the research group attempted to inquire as to 
whether the administration at SIB had altered their language policy, and, if so, for what reasons. 
The HIB (International Bachelor Study Programme in the Humanities) study, for example, allows 
for three working languages: French, German and English. Unfortunately the SIB secretaries were 
unable to provide an answer due to the late arrival of their employment. However, it is the research 
group’s conjecture that the administrative body believes that English offers the most salient 
attributes when an international group of speakers converge to discuss and analyse international 
social and regional concerns. It is the pervading status and widespread learning of English that has 
contributed to the body’s decisions to utilise a common monolingual linguistic practice. Spolsky 
further reiterates the use of language management: “ (...) assumes the existence of choice, whether 
of language, variety, or variable, and depends on the existence of perception of a significant 
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conflict between two or more languages, varieties, or salient variables, such that a different choice 
can be expected to remedy the conflict.” (Spolsky 2009: 181) In accordance with this statement, we 
are unable to gather whether the SIB study had previously allowed for alternative working 
languages, however, the decision to choose English as the sole working language may derive from a 
negotiation of the most common and resourceful (in terms of available literature on international 
affairs that most students have access to) language that most students can practice and collaborate 
with.   
 
Implications 
What this study has revealed is that, although an official language policy has been stipulated at the 
SIB House, the students exhibit a contrast from wanting to partake in an ‘international spirit’, where 
English facilitates this desire, to only using English when addressed in English or suspecting that 
other students do not speak Danish. However, both students diverge from the English only policy 
when in social situations or when visiting the secretary. What is noticeable is that Maria, when 
given the opportunity, will switch from English to Danish whilst Ivo will persist in speaking 
English, even though addressed in Danish, with the exception of visiting the secretary and 
occasionally will speak Spanish with speakers whose first language is Spanish. A distinction can 
perhaps be made between Danes and non-Danes at the SIB House; Danes will speak English when 
they deem it necessary and non-Danes will pursue the use of English to maintain in-group 
membership in an “international community”. However, Spolsky’s assertion may here prove 
paramount to the discussion: “the concepts of language policy are fuzzy and observer dependent.” 
(Spolsky, 2004: 41). He explains that this ‘fuzziness’ deems it unwise to state any claims upon 
categorisations and ‘elements produced’ by a language policy, and thusly our assumptions may 
offer an incomplete reality of the situation. 
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Conclusion 
Through the findings of the research we have conducted at the SIB House at Roskilde University 
we have discovered that the following four factors prove detrimental when students are negotiating 
their language use at the SIB House: 
 
 Language ideologies 
o The way the chosen languages are perceived at the SIB study by the participants  
 Convenience  
o How the participants share information most effectively. 
 Social affiliations 
o Negotiation of language use appears central to our interviewees 
 Linguistic resources 
o A shared set of linguistic resources seems essential to decide on a prefered language 
 
The aspect of language ideology evidently affects the language use of the participants as illustrated, 
for instance, in the analyses where Ivo connects “speaking English” with “the international 
community”. The convenience factor is especially noticeable in the analyses of the Maria interview 
where she explains that she prefers to speak Danish when communicating with other Danish 
speakers.  
 Social affiliations are apparent in both if the analyses though mostly during the 
interview with Maria, who we deem to be negotiating social interactions based on her relationship 
with the given person. The last factor we see substantially influencing the language choice of the 
participants, at the SIB House, is one concerning shared linguistic resources. We find that the 
linguistic repertoire is an important aspect as a shared linguistic foundation is the key element for 
clear communication.  
 
In conclusion, though the interviewees and recordings exhibit peculiar traits, our assumptions are 
inferred on the basis of visible instances of language management and language practices. They do 
not offer a thorough depiction of reality (what is actually happening), but an exclusive interpretation 
of the linguistic context that we momentarily observed. 
 
 
63 
 
Danish Summary 
Projektet omhandler den officielle sprogpolitik på den Internationale Samfundsvidenskabelige 
Bacheloruddannelse på Roskilde Universitet, hvori engelsk er beskrevet som det obligatoriske 
arbejdssprog. 
Ved at filme samt lydoptage gruppemøder med to projektgrupper, har vi undersøgt hvordan den 
indbyrdes kommunikation flyder, samt hvilke faktorer der måtte have en indflydelse på 
sprogvalgene i gruppen. Gruppemedlemmerne blev efterfølgende bedt om at udfylde et 
spørgeskema, hvori de har beskrevet deres personlige baggrund samt deres individuelle 
sprogkundskaber. Ved alle gruppemøder var engelsk det primære, men til dels også åbenlyse valg - 
åbenlys fordi, at alle medlemmer synes at besidde relative gode engelsk kundskaber, samt at studiet 
er internationalt, og engelsk officielt er benævnt som det officielle arbejdssprog. 
 
Vi har ydermere forsøgt at afdække hvordan to af gruppemedlemmerne reflekterer over den 
lingvistiske situation på førnævnte studie. Gennem kvalitative interviews har vi opnået et større 
indsigt i de to studerendes kendskab til sprogpolitikken, samt en bedre forståelse af deres 
individuelle holdninger til sprogregulation med videre.Begge de interviewede fremstår som 
værende “fortalere” for den for monolingvistiske sprogpolitik der officielt “hersker” på studiet, på 
trods af at de begge erkender, at de (i mindre eller større grad) også benytter andre sprog end 
engelsk, når de befinder sig i det internationale samfundsvidenskabelige hus.  
 
De analytiske resultater indikerer at kendskabet til den officielle sprogpolitik, generelt, 
er  mangelfuldt, samt at den snarere opfattes som vejledende, end som en decideret ufravigelig 
protokol. På baggrund af diskussion, hvor vi har inddraget det indsamlede datasæt, Bernard 
Spolskys Language Policy teori, Martha Augoustinos, Ian Walker and Ngaire Donaghues Social 
Identitets Teori samt gruppens egne reflektioner, har vi konkluderet at følgende faktorer: sprog 
ideologier, bekvemmelighed, sociale affilitioner og lingvistiske ressourcer er afgørende for de 
studerendes sprogbrug på studiet. Ydermere har vi påpeget at vores fortolkning af data ikke må 
opfattes som den fulde sandhed, men snarere som en fortolkning af et kompliceret 
forskningsområde. 
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